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Dear Chairman Kennard, » C‘W‘v‘ PEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMISSION
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectf ullL
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I am a supporter of a fow power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could L PFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Dear Chairman Kennard,

Respectfully, .
i ol
AW\«Z Vn \(( a\\

T /a M A ste
A No. —
Tl gl A2 %60 N pepiesrood 01 |
{ 5’)&/ N3 - a30




RECEIVED
\\W‘D EX PARTE OR LATE FILED MAR - g 2000

s\x“\m iy e ety
N ORIGINAL

Dear Chairman Kennard,

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, ) PEDERAL COMMUMICATIONS COMMBSION
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I am a supporter of a low powwf ‘HVP (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. | ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

1 would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, LR
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I am a supporter BFFY iow power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlmed in the Is%%’:’
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines

RgCEWED  ORIGINAL

o 8 Sl

cause interference?

1 would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

1 would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,

Yl L

/
Maém//-giyo/f)ﬂ
oY £ /761://0/

a A [#)

520‘77}'/]"4/ No. of C lesrec'd(_J_//{

List ABCDE




EXPARTE OR LATE FILED

>
(gCEVED ORIGINAL™

1““
wt 3" U B
WAN PADERAL COMMUNICATIONS
Dear Chairman Kennard, Ak oF TRE cuAR omceosmsacnsc;:y“ ISSION
of

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined:

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. [ urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully, /
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. [ urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chaigtiin Kennard, VFFLCE 0F e secaemaay

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfuily,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in thessl%&
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. [ am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respgctfully,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the%
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.
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Dear Chairman Kennard, m};mﬁzg:m -

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has .
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.
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Dear Chairman Kennard, Qﬁ\cﬁ—

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference? _

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the W
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness

the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines

Dear Chairman Kennazds 2
0{%“@

cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. [ am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,

Y g\vﬁ )«@Kw«fg

Vatre e ne NMAge (e
<y b G Soline
\eactal Az Doty

- 17 g9l G No. of Copies rec'd (24 /

List ABCDE
—_—




X PARTE OR LATE FILED

¢INED ORIGINAL
N W HRGENED

\ e MAR - 6 2000
Dear Chairman Kennard, ¢ oF T oeh PEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMIBSION
GFF\E OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter offdc’fow power FM (LPEM) radio service as outlined iff thé* PEGREmRr
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines

Dear Chairman Kennard; . m‘”‘“

cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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1 am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlmed W
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000

Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and c-ertainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
. the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter of a low power l'-qu (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this '
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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